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DISTRIBUTION OF HEALTH SERVICES IN THE STRUCTURE
OF STATE GOVERNMENT

CHAPTER V—SANITATION BY STATE AGENCIES—Continued*

By Joserr W. MOUNTIN, Assistant Surgeon General, and EvELYN FLOOK, United
States. Public Health Service

SANITATION OF FOODS8 AND DRUGS AND OF FOOD-HANDLING
ESTABLISHMENTS

In contradistinction to the relatively well-defined programs for
sanitation of water and sewerage, those which operate for control of
foods and drugs are characterized by extreme diversity. Unlikeness
obtains both in organization and in program content. Most striking,
perhaps, is the lack of agreement as to what food and drug control
should actually consist of. Administrative confusion is the natural
result of this disagreement.

The over-all pattern for the several States bespeaks multiformity
along three fronts: First, in the particular types of services encom-
passed by food and drug control; second, in the official agency or
agencies charged with responsibility for carrying out the program;
and third, in the control methods that are employed. The list of
activities which appear under the designation “Food and Drug Con-
trol” or which, even if not so designated, are engaged in—either
coordinately with, or subordinately to, the main program—can be
described only as miscellaneous as one follows the range from State
to State.

Food control may be limited to sanitation of food-manufacturing
establishments or, as is more usual, it may extend to laboratory analy-
sis of the finished product to determine the accuracy of branding and
the sanitary quality. The types of food upon which attention is
most sharply focused also vary from State to State. Whereas manu-

*The first section of this chapter, Sanitation of Water Supplies and Sewerage Systems, was published
in the PUBLIC HEALTH REPORTS, 57: 835-002 (June 12, 1042).
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factured dairy products—ice cream, cheeses, butter, etc.—receive
particular emphasis in some places, bakery and confectionery products
are more closely observed in others; in a third group special effort
may be directed toward canned food or bottled beverages.

Inspection of markets, stores, and other sales places either for
cleanliness of the premises or for quality and purity of the food stock,
or both, may or may not be included in the State program. Sanitary
control of slaughterhouses is covered in over two-thirds of the States,
and in about half of them provision is made for State supervision of
cold storage warehouses. An additional step in the food work of some
States pertains to supervision of hotels, restaurants, lunch counters,
and any similar place preparing or serving food for immediate con-
sumption. In nearly two-thirds of the States, hotel and restaurant
inspection is an integral part of the State service for general food
control. In about one-fifth of them it is set up as a separate entity,
and in the remainder hotel and restaurant inspection is not a function
of any State agency. Finally, prevention of mislabeling, adultera-
tion, and false advertising of food is another control feature empha-
sized by some States and ignored by others. Such regulations are
limited to package and label claims in some instances and, under
other circumstances, are extended to newspaper, magazine, and hand-
bill advertising.

Sanitation of shellfish producing areas is a problem which, because
of geographic characteristics of the States, is confined to less than half
of them. This work represents a portion of the general service of the
food and drug division in 40 percent of the twenty-odd States which
carry on shellfish sanitation activities; in the remainder, it is per-
formed under other auspices.

Some aspect of milk sanitation is carried on at the State level in
each of the jurisdictions surveyed. The States are almost evenly
divided, however, in their practice of including milk sanitation as a
part of the State food and drug set-up or of combining it with some
other State service, such as general sanitary engineering.

The activity range for drug control usually pertains to their purity
and potency, to the labeling thereof, and to the claims made therefor.
Probably the major point of difference among the various States lies
in the inclusion or exclusion of provisions governing the sale and
dispensing of narcotic drugs. About one-third of the States include
this item. Dissgreement also exists as to the extension of drug control
services to cover regulation of cosmetics and requirements for cos-
meticians. Another point of variance is whether the States are
responsible for any drug work or whether service within the State is
left entirely to the resourcefulness of the Federal agency, as is done
in nearly one-fourth of the jurisdictions contacted. Still a third
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important difference is noted in the coordination of drug with food
work in approximately 75 percent of the States providing both services,
as opposed to the independent operation of the two programs in the
other 25 percent.

If the State programs for food and drug control are characterized
by disagreement or lack of accord as to content, the alliance of the
State agencies for carrying out these programs is equally as haphazard.
For the country as a whole, approximately a dozen separate types of
State agencies either singly or jointly participate in some phase of the
State’s food and drug activities. An enumeration of these State agen-
cies follows: Health department, department of agriculture, special
food and dairy commission or hotel and restaurant commission, com-
mission of domestic animals or livestock sanitary board, department
of labor, department of conservation, board of pharmacy, State labo-
ratory department or independent State laboratory, State university
or college, and those termed “other,” which cover the State fire mar-
shal, department of registration and education, department of penol-
ogy, agricultural experiment station, and board of district commis-
sioners. It may be argued that the principal distinction between
several of these agencies lies in terminology. Study of their organi-
zation and actual functioning, however, reveals more far-reaching dif-
ferences in most instances. Naturally, the primary interest of these
various agencies is not the same. As a result, their respective pro-
grams emphasize entirely different branches of the total problem.
Whereas health significance of the work will be stressed in one State,
in another the primary concern will be prevention of fraud or com-
mercial control.

Wide dispersion of service among numerous agencies applies not
only to the country as a whole, but also to service within separate
States. The maximum number of agencies identified with food and
drug work 4 in an individual State is five, a situation which exists four
times. The most usual arrangement is a three-agency program. Such
division of effort occurs in 20 States, while two agencies are involved
in 15 States, and four agencies in 12. Only two jurisdictions report
concentration of all food and drug activities under single administra-
tive department. The health department and the department of
agriculture are the agencies which most commonly participate in
measures for food and drug control. Even when a special food and
drug division is set up within the department of agriculture for admin-
istration of the main program, the health department generally plays
some small part—restricted though that part might be to service
which is advisory or educational in nature. Table 3 denotes the

§ Activities covered under ‘food and drug work" pertain to general food and drug control, to supervision
of hotels and restaurants, to shellfish sanitation, and to milk control—including sanitation and eradication
of bovine tuberculosis and Bang’s disease.
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agencies which participate in the food and drug activities of each
separate State.

TasLe 8.—Official State agencies participating in the control of foods and drugs* in
cach Stau'ﬁnd Territory, the District g}uC"'&umbta and the V{srcm Islands **

Department of State government

State or Territory ’ gggé

State university or college

Other

DA | Health

Il
'

el R E R

‘Aedvltluhceinmmmaﬂudpmdn manltoodamldru 3 to supervision of hotels, and

restaurants, to shellfish sanitation, and to milk con and eradication of bovine
""wmymmmd Bﬁ'mmmma' pmudmmmumdmpmdmmmmn e 1,
of this series are combining several activities originally shown separately, or of of further refine-
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Absolutely no uniformity exists in the division of labor when
several departments, boards, or commissions contribute to the total
food and drug service. In some States, matters of sanitation of food
manufacturing, sales, and service establishments are assigned to the
health department, while collection and laboratory aralysis of food
and drug samples for purity, quality, and accuracy of labeling repre-
sent the duties of the department of agriculture. In other States, as
previously indicated, the division occurs between food and drugs.
In still others, certain items of the food program—such as inspection
of slaughter houses, of dairy farms and plants, or of hotels and
restaurants, or the complete control of manufactured dairy products
may be segregated from the general program and charged to one or
more separate agencies. Occasionally, only the narcotic drug super-
vision is separated from all other food and drug activities. Again,
the laboratory work will represent the sole contribution of an agency
other than the one having major responsibility. (See table 4.)
Still another method of assigning control is found in the arrangement
which makes the health department responsible for regulation and
administration of service and supervision of local work in all areas
having organized health units, while some other State agency functions
in the remainder of the State.

In general, however, supervision of food and drug work carried on
by local inspectors is split on a basis of particular activity, with the
responsible State agency extending its direct service functions to
include supervision of local work of the same category. Financial
grants-in-aid are not made by the State to local units for food and
drug work as such, but usually some portion of the grants made by
State health departments to local health units for generalized health
work is spent for this purpose. When included, promotional and
educational programs, varying in extent, are usually health depart-
ment activities. Efforts of milk sanitarians attached to the several
health departments to secure adoption of the United States Public
Health Service standard milk ordinance by political subdivisions of
the State (towns, cities, counties, etc.) rank among the more out-
standing promotional and educational projects.

Perhaps the most anomolous system of divided control is that
wherein one agency is held responsible by law, but, because nothing
was done, certain functions of that department have gradually been
absorbed by another, on a voluntary basis. Lack of legal authority
and failure to receive financial support for these unauthorized activi-
ties, necessary though they may have been, naturally places serious
limitations upon the second agency, and its services are usually con-
fined to promotional, educational, and advisory channels.
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TaBLE 4.—Department of State ment* res ific activilies for
‘ood and drug conlrol** in State and Terri t{¢ Dast d Col
{x‘nd the Virgin Ielands tory sirict of Columbia,

State or Territory

. s

Activity s| 3 |e <3

AR IR

w O

=0

< g | 8 |8|S|A&]|a
Promulnm and/or enforces State hws. rules,
one or more activi-

ﬂueoveudlnthlssectlon ...................... 1,2 1,73,8 1/1.210] 1,2]1,34 1 1

Promotes local programs of OBtrol_ - ..o.oo--.... 1 1] 1| n2f 1 O I

scgndmod‘:mthnﬂﬁd“wm-ﬁ-ﬁa -------- ) R R 1 1|l e 1
pervises for nsul service

wloedomnmtlgz ........................... 1] 1,8 1 1,2 1 1

%':&r;hmd/or unspecified food
turing, packing,

and sales utabllsh-

Dpacnng plants) ......................... 1 ) N I 1 N T
manufacturing plants, stores,
gﬁlor distributors 2 [ PO 1 1 1] 1 1
Inspects for
General ssnitntion and cleanliness of

premises and equipment...._...._.____. 1| 1,8 1 L2} 1,2 1,3 1 1
Health of employees_._....._.. ... 1 U PN R, 1 3 |ceoee 1
Purity, quality, and condition of food or

drug product handled; misbranding,

m% 2! 7,8 1,2 1 3| 1 1
False adve claims_ ... ) N S S, 1
Sale or distribution of narcotic drugs._ _ 10 1 ) O P
‘Water supply, plumbing, toflets, and/or

sewage facilitles_.......__..._.. 1 1 1 1,5 1 1 1 1
Health of dairy herds. . ... ... .. 4 4 4 2 4 4 2|

on and operation of pasteuriza-

tionplants____ .. . .. . ... 1 3 1 2 2 1 1
1Other not covered in this classi

on ——e- —-- 1 ) N PO 1,5 ) N PRI P I,
Collects sam] of suspicious products...._. 2 8 1 1 3 PO 1
Provides ties for laboratory analysis—
Bacteriological—water (drinking, dish-

washing solutions, areas) . .... 1 8 1 1 1 1 1
Bacteriological—f00d .. oo ceeeennemaac]oaan- [ N 1 8 1| 1e 1
Chemical—food . 2 8| .. 1 8 10 le 1
Chemi - 2 1 ] 10 le 1
Physiol N DR U SO AU, 10 1ej ...
Bacteriological—milk. ...... ceccccccmcaonn 1 -3 PO SR 1 1 1
Chemical —milk ... oo 1 [ 3 P 1 1 1 1

Participates in indemnities for condemned . . . 2 . .
Renders additional service not covered in 1 1 1 .

this classification._ ... ;

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 4.—Department of State government responsible for specific activities
: each g&m and éiot o I

‘ood and drug control sn Territory, the rict of Columbia, and
{lw Virgin mnda—Continued of Cobu ¢
~ . 8tate or Territory

Activity

Florida
Georgia
Idaho »
Ilinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentuoky

Promulgates and/or enforces State laws, rules,

and regulations conce: one or more
activities covered in this on. _.__.__._..__ 2 1{1,210 1
Promotes local programs of control . R | O PR A
Conducts educational programs_ _____ P . ) B U R IR
Supervises and/or provides consultation serv-
ice to local o 2+ . L3 2b | 2 1. 1 1
Distributes and/or rs inancial grants- 1

r administes
in-aid to local health units for food and drug

1e
2
2
Ice 2
Bottling plants b2 DR P B,
Cold storage warehouses. _ 2 1 2 1
Slaughterhouses_ .__.__........._...... 2 ... 2 1
Other and/or ed food manu-
factuﬂng', packing, and sales estab-
.................................... 2 1 2 1 2 1 1
otels___ el 3 2 1 | O 2 3 1
Food dispensing establishments___.._. 3 2 1 2 1 2 3 1
Dairyfarms. ... 1,24 2| 1,2 L2| 1,4 21,24 1,4
Pasteurization plants__________________ 1,2 (1b2 1 1 1{1b2 1,2 1
Shellfish uction bcﬂlti:s&wlnﬁ -
mpacking iBats) sn o 16| (0
plants)_._.____._______..__. SN O T PSRN FRYSN [A Juus) EOuuii A
Drug manufacturing plants, stores,
and/or distributors_ . ________________ 1 2 1 100 1,7 7 1 1
General sanitation and cleanliness of
premises and equipment_____________ 1,23 1,2 1 L2 1 271123 1
Health of employees._____.____.__..____ 1,3 [ ) U IR, 1(2s,7¢ 1,3 |ceeee.
Purity, , and condition of food
or uct handled; misbrand-
False ad
Sale or distribution of narcotic drugs__ 1
Water supply, plumbing, toilets,
m%ot 88wWage tacilities__.._. : 21 I I ) 1 2 3 1
Health of dairy herds__._______________ 4 2 2 2 4 2 4 4
nstruction and operation of pasteur-
izationplants_______________________ - 1,2|1b,2 1 1 1] 1b,2 1,2 1
Other not covered in this
¢l eatlon____._. ... 3| feee- 1. 2 3 1
Collects samples of susgiocious products.___ 1,3 2 1 2 1 2,7 1 1
Provides ties for laboratory analysis—
Bacteriological—water (drinking, dish-
washing solutions, shellfish areas).._. 1 1. 1,2 1 1. 1
rio) 2 1 2 1,9 1
2 1 2 L9 1
1 2 1,9 1
) N (R ISR, 1
1 1 1 1
Chemical—milk 1 2 1 1
Participates in indemnities for condemned 2 2 ‘ 2 .
Renders additional service not covered in
this classification. . 1 1,2 1 1 1

See footnotes at end of table.
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TasLx 4.—Depariment_ of ment responeible for 6 specific_activities for
food and conirol m each m Territory, the of Columbia, and
the Virgin Islands—Continued

State or Territory
i
Aotl a
vity g . E 2 g § & 5
21|83 ¢ 3 i
ls|s |88 = 2
Prom and/or enforces State laws, and
s one or more wﬂm
L,2| L8 1,2
1 ) BN
b7} . 1
ceee 1 1,2 1 1 2,7 1 1 1
Distributes mdlor administers financial grants-in-
O;ienteswdheot th units for food nnd dmceontrol 1e | ... b LN SN SR PR e ..
[
Licenses and/or perlosm:r inspects— 1 1 2
oneries........._.._._.... L DO NN R O b3 PO N
Ice cream, butter, and cheese factories._.... 14 . ) U PO IR 2 |eeeen 2
Bottling plants ) L . 1 1 2 2 2
Cold storage warehouses._. ...._.._......._. ) LN DO 1 1 2 b 21 PO IO
Slaughterhouses ... ... 14 2 1 1 b7 I NN
Other an un food man
ing , and sales est.bllahments . 14 2 1 1 2 3 IS 2
Hotels. . . ST I O PO I 5 1] 1d 1
Food dispensing establishments. . ......... 4] 1,2 ... 1 2 1 1d 1
Dairy farms 14,4 2| L,2| 1,2 24 11,24 1,4 1b
Pasteurization plants_ ____________.._.._.__ 14 2| 1,2 115,24 1 1b
Shellfish uction facilities kg:wlns
systems, shuc!
mp! ts)..-......&.,.;t; ........... 1({210{ L,6/| 1,6 ) 3N
manufacturing plan res, and/or
D Fator. ! 1| 2 1 7| L7 7
sanitation and cleanliness of prem-
fses -nd“e:;l’gment ...................... 11 1,2 1 1| 27 1,2 1 1,2
Health of employees_....__.._...__........ 1 1s ) U (RN RN F 1
Purity, ty, and condltion of food or
product handled; misbranding; R
1 1,2 1 1 271,27 1e L2
False ad claims ... ... ... ) O PR B 1 2 b2 IR IS
Sale or distribution of narcotic drugs.____. 1. 1 7 1
Water suppl, % ml!."nf, toilets, and/or 1 1 1 1 1
Health of d dairy herds ....‘.._'.'_'.'_’.--'_'.'.'.'II 4 2| 2 2 4o 4 2
Construction and operation of pasteuriza-
tion plants__ 14 1 1] 1524 1 1 1
Other not covered in this classi-| 5 1 .
) 1 VUSRI PRPRPIIPI (PSR PRI Ry R B D S PR
Co!leeu ........ 1 2 1 1 7 b 1
Provi m:mwr‘;”"mmm-m >
washing solutions, aheliﬂsh ') ....... 1 ‘1 1 ) B PO 1 ) I O
100d - e e ceececccceeeaas 111410 1 ) O PO 2 8 1
Chemical—food . . . 11110 1 1 2 2 8 1
C - 1{1,10 1 ) N PPN P, 8 1
........................ 1 eeeeeo| 8 ]eeeees
1|1110 1 1 1 1 1 1
Chemical—milk 1 10 1 1 1 2 1 1
Participates in indemnities for condemned . 2 2 . 5 . . .
Renders additional service not covered in this
classification 1 1 1

See footnotes at end of table.



925

June 19, 1942

TaBLE 4.—Department of State ment responsible for E specific_activities for
food and conirol 1n each and Terrilory, the Distrsct of Columbia, and
the Virgin Islands—Continued

State or Territory

2
% g
Activity E‘ E § x g
HHHEHEE

> § B
2|z |2z |22 2 |2
and/or enforces State laws, rules,

mmncuhdongl conoerning one or more activi-
ties covered in this section 1.4 2| 1,9(1,27| 1,6 111,2,6,7 1,2,6,7

Promotes local programs ) 3N PO 1,9 |.oeo.- 1 1, 1,2

Conducts educational programs 1 1,9 U S B AU

Supervises and/or provides consultation service
t.olt'tell“s ...... ++ fiancial grants. 1 2| L9 1 1 1 L2 1,2
in-aid to bealth units for food and drug

Onopsten s direct Wrvice A R I R

e
leconsumd/orperlo&cn impecta—
Bakeries. f ...... 2
100 2
1
1 2 1
1 2 1,2
1 1e 2 2
) 1 1
) NN PSR 1
1,2 [1b,4 1,2 1
1(1» 1 1
systems, shucking an
D;mncphnts) anis, stores, | 1. [] 1,6
manufacturing plants, stores,
Inapec.: distributors___.______._.__.__... ) N P 1 1,7 1 1e 1,7 2,7
d mmtclean!iness o 4 2 9 1,2 1 1 6 6
premises and equipment______________. 1, 1, s
H“""ﬁmmyn S eonditionotfoodor| | | re |- !
. , and oon: of or
uct handled; misbranding;
............................ 1 2| 1,9 1 1 1e 2,7 2
False ad eladms________________ | ____ || .. ) O T I 2 2
Sale or of narcotic drugs____|_ ) U P ) 5% FO, 1 7
...... 1 ) N PO 1 1
2 2 2 4 2 2
1b 14 1] 10 1 1
[ N I [ 71 PSR S 1
9 1 | O 2 1,2
1,9 1 1 1 1 1
9 D N 2 2
9 1 1 1 2 2
9 1 1 {e P I
................. 2 |eeaeeee
1 1 1 1
9 1 U I
dairy 2 2 2 4 2 2
Renders additional service not covered in
in this classification_ 9 1 1 1 1 1

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 4.—Department of State ment responsible specific_activilies
food and control m each m Territory, the éutnd of Columbia, fﬁ
the Virgin Islands—Continued

State or Territory

- s |9 k| 2

Activi ' 3 °

‘ v 5 2 )38+

- =} B a = o o a

2l g |2|8|2|2|%8|¢

Z 8 3|18 & |=2|&] &
Promulgates an enforces State laws, rules,
and xegnlationgm ncomln: one or more activi-

ties covered in thissection ... ... ..__..._ L,28 (2710 1,2 1,2 L2| L2 1 2,7
tes local 8 1,2

to local o!
Dlstrlbutes and/or ‘dmln financial gran
in-aid to loedhedthunltslorfoodmddmg

Pasteurization plan
Shellfish ptodnction facilities
areas, storage systems, shucl an

packing plants)_________ ... ____ .| |ooo]eao. ) N O, 1 | N PO
Drug manufacturing plants, stores .
andlor distributors. . ________.____.____ 8| 297 ) N 1,7 1| 1 7
Geneml unltation and cleanliness of
premises and equipment____._......_.. 1,28 210| ,2| 1,2 L2 1,2 1 2
Health of employees. ... ._.._.__._______| ______ 108 | ... 2 1,2 ) O \-
Purity, quality, and condition of food or
prod handled; misbranding;
mislabeling_ . ... ... ... _. 2,8 210 1 211,27 1 1b 2,7
False adven claims ... __.__. 8| oo ) N P 7 1 feacooe 2,7
Sale or distribution of narcotic drugs____.|_._.____ kA POV ISR 1 U PRI F,
Water sup y, plumbing, toilets, and/or
facilities ... ___________ 8 10 1 2 1 1 1 2
Health of ml‘.'llerdl .........  sten 4 2 2 2 2 2 9 4
Construction operation of paste
zationplants_ ____________________.____ 1{15,2¢ 1] 1,2 1 1 1 1
Other purposes not covered in this clas- 8 L 2 . 1
Collectssam lesofsuspicioua products 8 2 1 2 2,7 ) N PO 2,7
AT
logicsl—-wnter g, dish-
washlng solutions, shel areas)_...__. 1,8 |---oo. i 1... 5 { i 1| i
Chemieal—ﬁood 8 2 1 2 2 T 9
Chemical—drugs 8 2 1. 7 [ U PO 9
Physiologicd—i:ﬁsk 8 |occeeeos ) T PO I 1
1,8 1 1| 1,2 1 1,2 1 1
Chemical L8 1 1 b7 P 1,2 f[aeeo- 2
d 4 2 2 2 2 2 9 4
Renders additional service not covered in
this classification - oo oo ooooee 1 ) )

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 4—Depar¢mm¢ of State government responsible for 51 specific_activities for
food and drug control in each and Territory, the District of Columbia, and
the Virgin Islands—Continued

State or Territory

Activity

Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia

West Virginis
‘Wisoonsin

Pmmulm and/or enforces State laws, rules,
d regulations ncemln: one or more activi-
tkscovexod tﬁ.il ..................... 2.5.3 1,2 21 1,2 1,2,; l,%

ns
Distributes r administers finan ts-
in-atlg to locsld/oheuth units for food ms
Opmtee'a'direct """""""""""""""""""""
Lieanses and/or perloﬁleauy inspects:

neries
Ice eream, bntter and cheese factories. _ 2
Bottling plants_______________.____.
Cl‘;l?g ;toruoho wmhouses
Other and/or unspecified food manufac-~
turing, packing, and sales establish-

VNN NN

0O 0D st e
00 = e 0

plants.
8hellfish roduction facilities wlns
areas, agorl:go systems, shuck(m

plants
Drug manufacturin lants, stol
galld/ol'distl'ib tors. -.‘.-.I.)..-.t.s: ..... '_“' - 2 11210 1 7 2 Te 2
Inspects for—
General sanitation and clemllm of

claims
8ale or distribution of narco!
‘Water supply, plumb
sewage
Health ol?lL;mlerds
Constructio
plants

Collects les of suspicious products______
Provides ties for laboratory analysis:

acteriological—wa , dish.
Bwasgl;lg solutions, ahesm.sh areas)______| 1 |......l_____ ) N U
acte!

Renders additional aarvlce not covered in
this classifi

See footnotes at end of table.
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TasLs 4.—Department of 1fic_activilies for
Jood and drug control m each mnd Adnd of Columbia, and
the Virgin Islands—Continued

State or Territory
Activity 8 3
X P3| 8
EH 2 2 | &2 | 5=
one or more wt.lsvtl.ttt:s’:o'm .t:lf {mf 2 1 1 1,10 1
COndm?t: educational - i - | I il
Su; provides consuitation service to local organ- | R i N . "1 """

izations.
Distributes andfor administers financial grants-in-aid to local
Mthunmhloodmddm( T 1)
Operates a direct service
Licenses

plants
shellﬂshpmdueﬂo facilities (nvwlngm.stonge
systenm,almck!n;l and packing plants) ___..____.__.

I Drug':_mnbctuﬂuphn stores, and/or distributors
%Wmmolmmmsmd
Pnﬂty“m yrdwndiﬂonofbodudmtpmduct

branding; mislabeling

He;lsguocfﬂo d ration of pasteurization plants

Co n and o n of n ee

coOthe pri pevmdln this classification._ ...

Provides mhbonﬁuuwnlm-— ----------------
Bacteriological—water (i , dishwashing solu-
tions, shelifish areas)

ghmled—lood- -
hemical—drugs.
Daeriopttea i
Participates in indemnities for condemned dairy animals__
Renders additional service not covered in this classification .
L/
;'Depe.rtm::to‘mitchﬁlmmmiculture d industries, agriculture and inspection, agriculture and
3 an an
kets, hbor and agriculture, commissioner of agriculture, dairy, and food, etc
3. Dairy and commission, ddrycommlaaion,smdalrydep.mnen teiandremmteom
mission, howl and restsurant board
4. Commission on domestic animals, livestock sanitary board, State veterinarian, ete.
5. Deponment of labor, industrial relations, labor and lndustry State labor commiulon industrial
g. Depammnt of eonservation
8. Ind ent Stats Icboratory, State laborato department, State chemist, State toxicologist -
9. State university or co i
10. Other departments or of of Stutn government
oA ctivities herein described to general food and drugoontrol to supervision of hotels and restau-
%”é"’ shellﬂsh ssnlt.ﬁon, and to milk control—including sanitation and eradication of bovine tuberculosis

department of public welfare (Idaho) and the department of heal!

tThe partmentofhealthlsudl td!vlsion(ldabo)mdbmuu aine) of public health, subordinate
(Ml wl:‘ﬁm(udne)

bServlee

ly ad'
-umor%mmwwwwmmmumwak

: suathority, butt.attle is done.
:conmwth olemployeeabntmnkum

check.
Service vol mmmmmuww"#rMMnth



929 June 19, 142

In some instances the language of the State food and drug law is
vague enough to cause complete uncertainty as to who should be
responsible for solution of a specific problem. . A slightly different
circumstance, yet an equally restrictive one, is that described above
in which the legally responsible department of State government is
given no appropriation for operation.

Like program content and assignment of regulatory responsibility,
methods of food and drug control may also be described as miscel-
laneous. A resumé of the measures taken appears in table 4. If
direct service is provided by the State agency, the State’s function
may include licensing, registration, or certification of establishments
or of products. Such licensure may entail observance of a strict
sanitary code in one State, while in the neighboring State it represents
little more than the collection of inspection fees. Direct State
service sometimes covers collection and bacteriological and/or chemi-
cal laboratory analysis of samples, followed by removal from sale or
destruction of food or drug stocks if necessary. Under other circum-
stances, it means periodic inspection only.

Even the purpose of inspections is not constant for all States.
Such inclusive observations as general sanitation of premises, sanita-
tion of equipment, and general cleanliness of employees are almost
always noted, but the presence of screens, methods of ventilation,
condition of plumbing, bacterial counts on utensils and glassware,
construction of walls and floors, and the like, are less likely to be
observed by the inspectors of a number of States. A check on the
health of employees varies from the most superficial glance to a thor-
ough physical (including laboratory) examination or rigid requirement
that the employee possess a certificate of recent physical examination
by a physician. Approval of water supplies and sewage disposal
facilities for establishments not connected with municipal conven-
iences sometimes falls within the province of food and drug, or hotel
and restaurant inspectors; more often it is a service delegated to the
engineering staff of the health department. In this connection, it
should be said that tourist camps have some characteristics in common
with hotels and that their control might be expected to be treated in
the same section of the report. However, since the items covered in
tourist camp supervision are largely restricted to water supplies and
sewage disposal facilities, these establishments were covered in the
preceding section of this report.

It is recognized, of course, that some of the variation in items
covered in inspection is based upon the particular type of food or drug
establishment under consideration. From table 4 it is impossible to
link the purpose of inspection with the specific type of premises visited,
but, broadly speaking, it might be said that general sanitation and
cleanliness of premises and equipment; methods of handling or dis-
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playing food; cleanliness of employees; condition of water supply,
plumbing, and sewage disposal facilities; and practices of garbage dis-
posal are pertinent ta practically every food business covered. On the
contrary, examination of the purity, quality, and state of the food
itself is reserved largely for those places handling types of food which
are likely to deteriorate rapidly or to become polluted from careless
methods employed n preparation. Cream-filled bakery goods, man-
ufactured dairy products (ice cream, butter, and cheese), delicatessen
products, and uncured meats are examples of food of this class.
Retail groceries, markets, and drug stores are the sources from which
are sought misbranded and mislabeled canned, bottled, and packaged
foods and drugs. Finally, the health of milk handlers, shellfish
handlers, bakery employees, and restaurant employees appears to
have a more direct bearing upon the public health than does the
physical condition of other types of food handlers.

State control of fluid milk involves certain specialized procedures
which are not entirely applicable to general food and drug control.
More specifically, a safe milk supply is the product of two distinct
types of service, namely, sanitation and eradication of bovine. tuber-
culosis and Bang’s disease. Sanitary control involves conditions under
which the milk is produced on the dairy farm as well as methods of
pasteurization and distribution. Much conflict appears to exist be-
tween the departments of agriculture and health concerning adminis-
tration of this element of the milk control program. According to one
system, it is the function of the health department to introduce grading
and rating techniques based upon special surveys of milk sheds and to
promote adoption of a suitable milk ordinance in as many local areas
as possible. Thereafter, control of the sanitary quality of milk pro-
duced in those sections of the State becomes a health department re-
sponsibility, while the department of agriculture maintains jurisdiction
in the remaining territory. By another plan, the health department
exercises authority over that portion of the State having organized
local health service, while the department of agriculture operates in
the unorganized sections. A third arrangement is that whereby
supervision of dairy farms is delegated to the department of agriculture
and control of pasteurization is a health department problem. Fre-
quently the health department prefers to depend upon local personnel
for routine inspectional service, thus reserving the limited State staff
for promotional, educational, consultatory, and supervisory activities.

In reviewing the reports of the several types of agencies it is ap-
parent that State health departments stress the health aspects of milk
sanitation, whereas departments of agriculture emphasize economic
considerations.
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Activities for eradication of diseases among dairy herds which are
transmissible to man are practica ly standardized inasmuch as there
is always Federal participation in this phase of milk control. As a
rule, State veterinarians assist in testing dairy herds for bovine tuber-
culosis and Bang’s disease and the State shares in payment of indem-
nities for reactors which are ordered destroyed. In some areas,
Bang'’s disease programs are still being conducted on a voluntary basis,
but tuberculin testing is done on a State-wide schedule in every
instance. There is some difference, too, in the State agency charged
with this function The department of agriculture operates in three-
fifths of the States, and a special livestock sanitary board or domestic
animals commission in nearly all of the remainder.

Cert fication of the sanitary quality o shellfish is another branch
of food control which involves rather special procedures. As pre-
v ously indicated, less than half of the States produce shellfish; never-
theless, for these particular States, shellfish sanitation is an important
public health activity. Furthermore, it is predominantly a health
department activity inasmuch as only two States have control pro-
grams in which the health department fails to participate, either
exclusively or in cooperation with another State agency, notably the
department of conservation. Activities engaged in with more or less
uniformity as a basis for certification include inspection of growing
areas of shellfish, of floats, and of storage, shucking, and packing
plants; laboratory analysis of samples of shellfish and of the overlying
waters; and closing of condemned areas. Sanitation of shel fish-pro-
ducing waters is often covered by activities for prevention of general
stream pollution. Because of the ease with which certain diseases
may be transmitted through shellfish, more rigid requirements are
apt to be established regarding the health of shellfish handlers than of
general food handlers.

MISCELLANEOUS SANITATION ACTIVITIES

As the scope of sanitation has broadened, new fields of activity have
been opened. Table 5 indicates some of the miscellaneous sanitation
measures engaged in by State agencies of various types. Only the
methods most frequently employed for handling these varied problems
have been tabulated.

Recognition of the relationship which exists between housing and
health has led to some effort toward housing control by 20 State
governments. State participation in the control of water supplies and
sewage disposal at private homes has already been discussed. Other
items of concern are proper lighting, ventilation, fire prevention, elec-

460165°—42——3
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trical wiring, screening, space allowance, and general sanitation.
The authority of relatively few States extends to all of these items or
to all types of dwellings. In 6 of the 20 jurisdictions referred to, only
buildings which, because of their purpose, constitute fire hazards are
subject to State regulation or correctional measures. Authority to
order repairs and improvements or to condemn and raze buildings
classed as unfit for human habitation is based upon structural defects
or fire hazards. Four other States limit most of their activities to
dwellings in cities of certain size or to apartments or tenements housing
more than two families. Surveys of substandard dwellings are some-
times made as the first approach to solution of the housing problem.
Agencies which participate in housing control are: State housing
boards, or alley-dwelling authorities, State fire marshals, departments
of labor, and, occasionally, departments of health. State housing
codes are in effect in 13 jurisdictions, but as a rule these codes
apply only to incorporated areas or to cities of specified size. Opera-
tion of ‘“model housing” developments and relocation of families
moved from condemned dwellings has been undertaken by only 2
States. .

In practically all States some items of plumbing control fall within
health department supervision, since the installation and maintenance
of safe plumbing is so closely allied with sanitation of water supplies
and sewage disposal facilities. At the same time, operation of plumb-
ing inspection programs as a distinct enterprise is reported by 16
health departments and 3 boards of plumbing commissioners or
examiners. Twenty-one States have adopted plumbing codes, some
of which apply to cities of certain size, to public buildings, or to instal-
lations on public water systems only. Approval of plans or issuance
of permits for new installations, routine plumbing inspections, and
training of local inspectors are the several means by which control is
exercised. State licensing or certification of plumbers is practiced in
16 jurisdictions. This phase of the program is more likely to be
the function of the board of plumbing examiners than of the health
department.

Reduction of smoke, fumes, and disagreeable odors is regarded
primarily as a nuisance abatement procedure. Through their broad
powers to abate nuisances, nine health departments extend their
authority to ordering correction of the cause of excessive smoke, fumes,
or odors. Occasionally a department of labor, independent depart-
ment of engineering, or department of public utilities functions in a
similar capacity. As a rule, this problem is handled on an individual
case basis, the State agency furnishing technical information and
recommendations following investigation of specific situations.
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activities in each State and
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mnmt" responsible for miscellaneous sanitation
, the District of Columbia, and the Virgin

Islands
' State or Territory
. 3 s a
Activity o 2 2 @ 2
Els |8 5|8 38|58
] S B s
2|8 | £S5 8|2 |as
< | 3|28 8|8 |8&|a°
HOUSING C?NTR&Lm forh \ g
Has regulatory authority for housing control.._..|] 8b | _____ 8 L 2% DR R A 1
Makes surveys to determine the number of sub- 5
standard dw which are occupied . ... ____|._____f .. |. .. 4 ) N P I 7
Orders repairs and improvements, condemns,
and/or razes buildings._ . ... 8b 7
Approves plans for new dwellings 6
Opentes “‘model housing" develo] 7
Serves in an advisory pacity only
PLUMBING CONTRO
Has regulatory anthorlty for plumbing control.._|.._.__|..___ .| _____|._.._. 1 ) O 15
Approves plans or issues permits for new plumb-

........ - JRS, SR AU AU R ) I P SO I,
Inspects plumbing installations._________________|______ | |.___.. | ) U P P, 6
Trains and/or approves local plumbing inspectors. | ... __|..._._|. .| | . |oco|eooofeioo_

or lieonses P! umbers .................... b (1 N N IS MU SRR AU, 10
Serves viexﬁ yonly ... | || 1.
SMOKE, FUMEB D ODORS ONTROL:
Has authority to order jon of smoke,
mmes, and odors under nuisance abatement .
............................................... 4 15
Restriets location of industrial plants that gi
rise to disagreeable fumes and odors_____._____f______ | | | . |ooofooo. 15
information and recommen-
dat{)ons follovlnx investigmon of specific
1 | I P A, 6

CONTROL or § 2 GE coﬁi:ic’c"i'ibi&'

AND DISP
Has authoﬂty over garbage collection
and under nuisance abatement power

Axmeemeommlon plans for garbage d
l.nspeotsgarbm isposal plants_________.
Partlcipates in collection and disposal of garbage.
Berves adv!sory capacity only.__.__.__.____.

RO%ENT CON'I‘RO

authority for rodent control____.
Conducts edumtional programs for rat exter-
mination an proofing__ . ________._.__

Makes stud.ies n individual communities and
in planning effective eomrol programs. .

assists
MA%?RIA MOSQ !rI‘!O 3“1‘« {‘ROL (covered in

'F of this series).
PES' MOSQUITO CONTROL:
Engages in pest mosquito control through anti-
malaria measures only.. ..o ...
Has regulatory authonty for control of pest
mosquitoes as such
Makes routine inspections or special investiga-
tions of prevalence and distribution of mosqui-

Participam in drainage and/or larvicidal projects

for control of pest mosqultoes ..................
Serves in an ad: capacity e
SWIMMING POOL ANITATION
Establishes an standards of con- :
struction and malnwmmee of swimming pools. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Approves plans and specifications for construc- Lt L 1t L L
y ........ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
SANITATION OF KARBEg S§OP8 AND’
BEAUTY PARLORS:
Periodically inspects barber shops for sanitation
of premises mdequlg&nt ................................ 12 12 12 12| 1o 12
Pu'bdlull inspects y parlors for sanita-
1ptemhosmdequlpmmt 18 ... 18 1] 1e| . 13
Certifies or licenses barbers. 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Certifies or lleenm cosmeticians. 13 13 13 1B 1. 13

See footnotes at end of table.
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Tamm &—Dcparmm f&o!cpm'omu\t emn‘bk neous sanitation
activities n the rict of C'olumbta and the Virgin
Itlandc—Contmued

State or Territory

HHHE

&

Activity § i
[

Geol
Idaho
Tinols

lgugggrﬁggity for houalu trol. 8b 1,2 ‘
8 eontrol__|..__..|-..._. ... % 2% IR I S,
Mnhl surveys to determine the number of
bshndmi 'wellings which are oocupled. ... | .. .| . ]-.c.... 1 te | |.....
Orders :pdu md lmprovomonm, condemns,
Approves for new dweliings. .. ____.
Opanhl‘ homf;:dd:" m};ments
Serves in an advisory ca| ol
PLUMBING CON'lt‘it(:‘It.; for:l bing control
Has regulatory autho: um comtrol.| 1| | |occeeoil M |eoooiiheaooo
Apﬁ!:nm plans or issues permits for new

Inspects plambing instalistions..-- 1.~ 1--|-—-. [ |l v

spectors.

or loenses plumbers. ... ..

8erves in an adviso; e.gwltiong -
SMOKE, FUMES D ODORS CO: OL.
thorlty to order elimination of smoke,

mes, a.nd odors under nuhnca abatement

techn!ul tion lnd recom-
mendations following investigation of

OSAL-
Has muhwry authority over collec-
tlon and disposal un g nnisggb:g:tement

Serves advisery capacityonly. ......___.|...... ) N T 1 ]
RODENT CONTROL :
Has tory suthority for rodent ] - ) N PO
Conducts educational programs for rat exter-
mination and rat proofing._ . ___________...|..__.. ) U P I
Makes dlea in individual communities and
planning eﬂ'ectivo control programs._|.__... ) U (R IR AU SR SR E,
Serves in an gly Sw ....................................
MALARIA MOS UI 0 ON TROL (covered
in chapter II of t!
Pest mosqnitomeontn;l um trol h
Engages pest mosq con throug|
tlmnhrla measures Ol

osquitoes as such
Makes routine inspections or special investi-
gations of prevalence and distribution of

mosquitoes. .
Participates in drainage and/or latvicidal
u for control of pest m Loh1707" S PRI PPN PRSI AR PRI I SR H

Berves visorsy 13 .............................
BWIMMING POOL ANI'PATIO
Establishes and/or enforces standards of con-
struction and maintenance of swimming

struc
Penodienlly inspects swimming .......... 1

Serves in an advisory capacity onl;
SANITATION OF BARBER SHOPS AND
B%AUTY PAlitLORs!m'mstlo for sanita
eriodically inspects Ps for -
tlonolpmmiaumdequi | Z 12| 13 1 14
beauty parlon for sani-

y inspeets
Omd pmnls- and ........... 13 13 1 14
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-
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L
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See tootnotel at end of table.
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TABLE 5.—Department of State menl res; ible for miscellaneous sansiaiion
aolivities ¢n each State and J! m Columbia, and the Virgin
Telands—Continued

State or Territory
8
Activity o | & 8|3
a
il 1i11]]
HERERAERERE:
HOUSING CONTROL:
Has ry wthotlty for housing control. ...
Makes surveys to determine the number of sub-
standard dw which are occupled.........

Serves ln visory

PLUMBING GON TROL:
Has suthority for plumbing control ... 1 1 1{1,10 10 1
A provesphnsorisnespermitﬂormwplumb- -

.................................... 104 | 104 ) 1 DRI P
muplumbinxlmml 104 | 104 14
d/or approves local plumbing inspec- 1t L 0
Cenlnec or licenses plnm S 10 10 10 10 10 1
Serves v% 3 ...................................... - 1t
SMOKE, FUMES D ODORS CONTROL'
Has suth ority to order elimination of smoke,
!umes, and odors under nuisance abatement . 64

Restrlct.s location of industrial plants that give
rise to disagreeable fumes and odors. ___........ RN PO EUIIN PRI IO,

techni
dations following investigation of

COII?X'II‘)RSIL OF KB: GE CO{.LECTION
Basregula authorl ver rbage collection

and d under ni 1 1 1 ) N
Apfntgves construction ph.ns tor garbage &poml
Dl -

Serv
“°%EN.$@?.‘£‘“?.,.%: for rodent control
ry auf y for nt control______
Conducts eduutlonal programs for rat extermi-
Makos studies i Tndlotiual cominunities and
assists in eflective eontrol programs.__ U PR S USRS SN ERR, 15 {oceeee

MA%ARIEMOIIB’SUI?()) EON ROi (covered in

PES’B MOSQUITO CONTROL:
s in pest mosquito control through anti-
measuresonly. ... ... .______. ) B PO ISR IO I, 1,5 ) I PO
Has regulatory authorlty for control of pest mos-
quitoesassach. ... . |ecooofoooo. k25 U I I SO
Makes routine inspections investiga-
tions of prevalence and bution of mos-

quitoes
Particl in drainage and/or larvicidal proj-
ects control ofpé.s?mos?;/ul _.-_----.i".‘). .............. 3 F: 21 PO SR SR S,

SWIsIMING pomm'fmﬁ """""""""" L i i i A I
Establishes an

enforces standards of con-
struction md mdnunanee of swimming pools . 1 1 ) I PO 1 1 1 1
A]t)zmm plans and tpeclﬂmt!ons for eonstruc-

y pool.s
Serves in an
BANITA'I‘ION Oli‘ gAl{ 01{ SHOPS AND
UTY PARLOR

12 12 |- 12 12 12 1

13 12 ... 13 12 13 1 1
12 12 12 14 12 12 12 12
13 12 13 140 .1 13} ... 1

See footnotes at end of table.
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TasLE 5.—Department of Biate ment r
activities tn each Slat! and 4!cmtory, the

Islands—Continued

for miscellaneous sanitation
rict of Columbia, and the Virgin

State or Territory

Activity

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexioco

New York

North Carolina

HOUSING CONTROL:
suthority for housing control......
Mnkes surveys to determine the number of sub-
standard dw which are occupled.... .....

Orders repairs bt.x.ﬁ improvements, condemns,

Obbrates: %’t‘&‘.ﬁf&?’ R —

Berv tn advisory
PLUMBING CONTROL
Has lnthorlty for plumbing control

Approves plans or issues permits for new plumb-

Ins plumblnxinstdlatil bing .
and/or approves local plum! inspectors.
Certiﬂesorlie:ggesp ber?

Serves in an advisory capacl z
SMOKE, FUMES, AND ODORS CONTROL:
Has authorlty to order e lon of smoke

and odors under nuisance abatement
Wer. -
o location of industrial plants that

Restricts
ve rise to disagreeable fumes and odors.
L technical !nloznatlon and reeommen-

dations follo in on c
blema wing investigati of specifi

pro
Serv: advis(ri K.d
CONTROL 85‘ BAGE COLLECTION

AND D.
mthorlty over garbage collection
m?%m“der nuisance .:t:atament power.
Apmm oonstruction plans for garbage disposal_

olants I
Partici l}.ilg;olltscl:ion and dispos&l of garbage.

Serves in an advisory capacityonly...._._...____

RODENT CONTROL:
Has authority for rodent control_..__.
Conducts educational programs for rat extermi-
nation and rat rooﬂ% ........................
Makes studies in individual communities and
m plann!ng effective eontrol programs. .

MALARIA MOSQ EEO 3ON RO{- (covered in

'F f this series).
PES MOSQUITO CONTROL:
m mosqulto control through anti-
measureSOmly. . .- oo .o
Has regulatory authoﬂty for control of pest
mosquitoesassuch________.___________________
Makes routine inspections or special investiga-
tlons of prevalence and distribution of mosqui-
Particl tes in drainage a.nd/or la.rvicldal proj-
for control of pest mosquitoes._.____._____
i.n adviso léy g acity only ..............
BWIMMING POOL SAN. TATION
Establishes and/or enforces standards of con-
struction and maint of swimming pools.

Axtsrroves plans and specifications for construc-

Periodically inspects swlmming pools

Serves in an advisory Emci
SANITATION OF HARBOR SHOPS AND
BEAUTY PARLORS:
Periodically inspects barber shops for sanitation
Pmmm beauty lors f ita-
parlors for sanita-
tion of premises and equipment.............._.

Certifies or licenses barbers

Certifies or licenses cosmeticians.

............ 1
) N IR 1

1 1 1

1 1 1

12 1 12

13 1 13

12 1 12

13 1 13

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 5.—Department of State ovemment responsible for miscellaneous sanitation
strict of Columbia, and the Virgin

activities in each State and Territory, t

June 19, 1942

Islands—Continued
State or Territory
[}
’ =]
g 21822
Activity 4 g el £ 8|4
=} El .| = =10 |A
§ ° 3 I - ° 8 k|
S = 3 3 g £ 3 3
z oclo|lc & | |&8|&
HOUSING CONTROL:
Has regulatory authority for ho! ocontrol.._|___.__ 4,84 | 8b | _____ ) S PO FUUR IR,
M‘keemveystodetemlnethonum T of sub-
stand: ‘“,’,3.‘.’;' l;prohhh ey bda ......
Orders re| vements, condemns
buildings. .. _.__..____.__________.
plnns for new dwellings. . .._______.__
Opentes “‘model housing’’ developments_______

Serves in an advisory capacityonly.......__....
PLI;IMBIN G CONTthorllf for plumbing control.
as regulatory au y for plum| control. .
Approves plans or issues permits for new plumb-
Inspects plumbing installations. ___-_2"TT717C
’I‘nins and/or approves local plumbing inspec-

Cenlﬁes or lieenses plumbers

Boryes In an Aoty apecity i
SMOKE, FUMES AND ODORS CONTROL:
Has authority to order elimination of smoke,
fumes, and odors under nuisance abatement

Serv. an advisory capacity only
CON'I‘ROL OF GARBAGE COLLEC'I‘ION
A8 rogvintory sathorit bage oo
aul over
tlon and disposal un y ulsag menl:

ts
Inspects garbage disposal plants_.___.__._._____
Participates in collection nnd dhpoaal garbage.
Serves in an advisory capacity only._..._.__.___
RODENT (‘ON'I‘ROL

Has tory authorlty for rodent control ____

Conducts ed ional programs for rat extermi-
nation an prooﬂng .......................
Makes studles in individual communities and
in hnnlng effective cantrol programs.

MAmIA MOSQ 0 (f(‘)clfl %RO{« (covered in

PES’F MOSQUITO CONTROL:
in pest mosqulto control through anti-

measuresonly. ...

Has regulatory authotity for control of pest
Makes roriine inspections or spesial investiga:”

u "

tlont:egf prevalence and distribution of mos-
Partici tes %n dralnsge and/or larvicidal proj-
oon

BWIMMING AN B%leﬁol‘l """"""""

Perlodieally

poo ...
Berves in an advisory ca]
BANI'I‘ATION OF BAR’l,Bach‘B SHOPS AND
BEAUTY PARLORS:
Periodically inspects barber shops for sanitation

of premises and equipment__.___.. ... __.__. 12 12 ... 12 |o... 1 1 12
Periodically inspects beauty parlors for sanita-
tion of prem!ses and equipment. 13 13 13 13 (... 1 1 13
ifies or licenses barbers 12 12 12 12 M 1 12 12
Certifles or licenses cosme 13 13 13 13 15 1 13 13

See footnotes at end of table.
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TanLr 5.—Department of State aeourmvmu res ible for miscellaneous sanitaison
activities in each State and Territory, the District of Columbia, and the Virgin
Islands—Continued

State or Territory
. o
Activity . . E.
Holal12915]
a8
ElE|E |8 || 282

O e fegulatory sathority for bousing control
au! jor oon ————
Mskouurvo;’s to dete mmthnu::be:ofsub-

standard dwe] which are occupled. .. .. ..
Orders repairs and improvements, condemns,
md/ot rages buildings

authorlty for plumbing control.__
A ves plans or issues permits for new

Inq)ects l1:’l‘mnbmx installations_..__.__._____

andlor approves local plumbing in-

8erves in gncl onl

SMOKE, FUMEB, AﬁD 0‘! 50 TROL:
Has authority to order elimination of smoke,
fume& apu odors under nuisance abatement
nutricti location of industrial plants that give
to disagreeable fumesandodors. ... ____.

technical information and recom-

menbdations following investigation of specific
roblems_ . ... ...
Begv an advisory capacityonly.,__._....__.
CONTROL OF GARBAGE COLLECTION

AI;E DISPOSA thorlty carbage collect
au over collection
and under nuisance abatement power.
Approves h%onstnwtion plans for garbage dis-
Inspects bage"'&ié"'si‘l"'""ZZZZIZZiIiiﬁIZI
pec m collecé’i%nan}l&:i]lsposalofgarbogo.

visory capacityonly......

Serves
BODENmmT C(t)oNTR thoﬁtyt dent control
ry au for ro control_____
Condncueduea nal grams for rat extermi-
nationandrat proofing. _._..___._____..____._
Makes szudiee ln lndivi ual communities and
assists lann.lngeﬂ'eetive control programs._ .

MA%?XVBIA MOSQUI{‘YO m ’FRm{ (covered in

of this series).
PEB’F MOSQUITO CONTROL:

Engages in pest mosqnlto control through anti-
malaria measuresonly..... ... ....._________

Hu regulatory authority for control of pest
uil:otelt:];u}such.........._.....i ..... o
Ma.kes rou nspections or special investiga-
tion&&l prevalence and distribution of mos-

poo!
Approves plans and specifications for construc-

n_.
Perlodic inspects swimming pools_......____
Serves i(:lnlz advhorysespaclty oli’loyo

) U T SO S, 1
) U (R S R R,
) N DRI PN SR 1e

See footnotes at end of table.
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TasLE 5.—Department of State government responsible for miscellaneous sanilation
-activities in each State and Territory, the District of Columbia, and the Virgin

Islands—Continued
State or Territory
K}
Activity . § -_é P
g Elagl 2|5
] g 8 = o §
gl 5| 3|5 |F| 3|8
& |le |55 |5 E B | B
SANITATION OF BARBER SHOPS AND
UL —
y shops for sanitation
of premises and equipment___________________ 12 12 ... 12 s 1 1
Periodically inspects beauty parlors for sanlta-
tion of pnmiaes and equipment. 13 13]..... 18 . 1 1
Certifies or licenses barbers_._.__. 12 12 1} 120 ... 14 12 1
Certifies or licenses cosmeticians________________ 13 13 14 13 ... 14 12 1
State or Territory
0
b
Activit £ 2
v & _ & =
E g K] S .
5| 2 | 2| 5| E
ES < = [ >
HOUSING CONTROL:
Has regulatory authority for housing control.._.__.__.. _ | ... _|......__ 1 F U FO,
Makes surveys to determine the number of substandard
dwellings whieh are occupied. ... ... _______ . | _|....... 1 | I IO
Ol;lers repairs and improvements, condemns, and/or razes
...... 1
1

uil
Approves plans for new dwell R,
Operates * el housing”’ de ments

Serves in an ad
PLUMBING CONTROL:
suthority for plumbing control

Has
A ves plans or issues ts for new plumb:
ppro r p ing

lumbing
Trains a.nd/or approves local plumbing inspectors. -

g“vse' tifles o liconses plumbers. . ... ...
SMOKE, FUMES RD l(’)‘MQRS sb'ﬁ;l'.ﬁ-o-i‘ -------------

Has authority to order elimination of smoke, fumes, and

odors under nuisance abatement power..__...____..._ ...
Restricts location of industrial phnu tbat give rise to dis-
le mmes and odors

Inspects garbage lsposal ...........................
Partici in collection and dlspoul of garbage
Serves in an advisory capacityonly. . ... .. ...

RO%ENT CONTROL

regulatory authority for rodent eontrol. .______________| __
educational programs for rat

extermination and

proofing
Mtku studies in individual communities and assists in

effective control programs__________________.___|.__

Bervu in an advisory capacityonly . _ - .. ___l________

See footnotes at end of table.
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TaBLE 5.—. riment of State menl res ‘or miscellaneous sanitadion
Depa f gmm Wo J

activities in each State and Territory, the Columbia, and the Virgin
Islands—Continued
State or Territory
N
g | 3
Activity E = =
Bl 2| % | ¢
22| E| 5|8
B < m & | >
MA{;&RIA MOSQUITO CONTROL (covered in chapter IT
PEST Mos% TO CONTROL:
mosquito control through antimalaria L L
.................................. 1
Has regulstory authority for control of pest mosquitoes as
Makes routine inspections or special special investigations of [ [ [T
prevalence and dlstribution ol m QL7 TR (RN R (R R R
Participates in drainage and/or larvicidal projects for con-
trol of mosquitoes. ... oo
Serves in an advisory ca) ong e JN IO
SWIMMING POOL SANITATION:
Establishes and/or enforces standards of construction and
mnlntenanee of swimming pools_. ... ... ... ) O PO, 1 ) N U,
les and specifications for construction_.____._.|________ 1 ) N PR
ing ...................... ) 3 PO, 1 ) 3N PO
serves ............................... 1 --
SANITATl{gN OF BAR B SH PS AND BEAUTY
Periodically inspects barber shops for sanitation of premises
and eqnipment .......................................... 12 1 1 1 1
Periodically inspects beauty parlors for sanitation of prem-
ises and equipment. 13 1 1 1 1
es or licenses barbers 12
Certifies or licenses cosmeticians. 13 13 b T 28 NN R
‘Oode'
1. Department of health

D Department 00; welfare, social security, emergency relief, general assistance, etc.
4, Departmant ot‘y 1al «.’l}sbor and industry, labor and immigration, industrial rehtions.
6. Independent department of enxlneeﬂng depmment of public utmties

7. State housing State board of tenement house supervision, -dwelling authority,

3’ %ment f public safety, superintendent of security " o
of pu ¢ safety, su] ent o y
10. State plumbing bomiof plumbing examiners, ete.

11. Mosquito contml

12. Barbers’ examining board, barbers’ sanitary commission, board of bcbers and hairdressers, etc.
13. Board of eosmetic J State board of besuty culture examiners,

4. Board of reglstimtlon an edueatlon, department of law en!oroement, department of civil service
15. Other departmenta of Stal lwlfovm-mmml;

s The department o a division (Idaho) and bureau (Maine) of publlc health, subotdinnte
to the department of publ!c val!are daho) and the department of health and welfare (Maine

b Insofar as fire hazards are concerned.

* Two u:encles of this cluslﬂcstion serve in this capacity.

4 Restricted to special conditions: To dwellings of more than two families; to public and semipubli¢
buﬂdlngs, to towns of 5,000 or more population; to first- and aeoond-chas cities; to State-owned or State-used
buildings: to hospitals, hotels, ete.

« In the absence of local serviee. occasionally.

f Upon request or complaint.

Twenty-two States report some jurisdiction over the dlsposmon
of garbage. This number does not take into account 17 additional
health departments which offer advisory service only. For the
most part, State activity for garbage collection and disposal is centered
in regulatory control, intimate supervision being delegated to local
health units. In a few instances, however, State engineers examine
and approve construction plans for garbage disposal plants, and per-
sonnel of State agencies inspect their operation. In others, inspec-
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tions of sanitary fills are included as a function of the State staff.
Only a few departments stress the association between proper garbage
disposal and prevention of trichinosis, but regulated disposal is
recognized as an important factor in rodent control.

Rodent control as a public health measure is an outgrowth of cam-
paigns for reduction and eventual eradication of plague and endemic
typhus fever. Only 12 States report official action leading to rodent
control, and among these the methods selected are variant. In
several jurisdictions demonstration projects have been conducted to
determine the relative effectiveness of different rodent extermination
measures. To a large extent State agencies function in a promotional,
educational, or advisory capacity. Members of the State staff make
studies in individual communities and on the basis of their findings
help organize local control programs for immediate rat extermination
and permanent rat-proofing of buildings.

Operations of State agencies for malaria control were described in
chapter II of this series.® However, since the engineering features
involved in the control of this communicable disease represent an
important activity of several State sanitary engineering divisions, it
seems appropriate at this point to refer again to State activities in
connection with drainage and larvicidal operations for the eradication
of anopheline mosquitoes. Nearly half of the States make investiga-
tions of suspected anopheline breeding areas, while somewhat less
than a third of them participate in corrective measures. Correction
largely consists of constructing or repairing drainage ditches and—
where drainage is impractical—of applying larvicides to the surface
of bodies of water. For the most part, the exact function of the
State agency in these correctional projects is developmental, promo-
tional, supervisory, and advisory. Indeed, though actual construc-
tion activities usually represent a joint local and Federal project,
initiation and guidance of the performance rests with the State.
The health department is the agency primarily responsible, but occa-
sionally agricultural experiment stations, boards of entomology, State
universities or colleges, and independent departments of engineering
cooperate. :

It was pointed out in chapter II ® that measures for the control of
pest mosquitoes are apt to be included in the general malaria program
and that only nine States list pest mosquito control as a separate
entity. It is the activities of these nine States—and of a tenth, which
extends its pest mosquito program beyond its antimalaria measures—
that are under discussion at this point. State participation in pest
mosquito control as such is limited principally to investigation of
prevalence and distribution of the insects and to supervision of local

§ See text footnote °.
¢ See text footnote °.
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drainage and/or larvicidal projects for their destruction. Several
States actively engage in such prejects, but the more general policy
is for the State agency to supervise and make recommendations. In
addition to health departments, mosquito control boards, State ento-
mologists, and State agricultural experiment stations participate in
one way or another in pest mosquito control.

Among the branches of sanitation which have been categorized as
miscellaneous, that which pertains to swimming pools is perhaps the
most uniformly administered. Swimming pool sanitation is concen-
trated within the health department, and all but eight of them require
that pools be constructed and maintained according to established
standards. In about three-fourths of the States, approval of plans

and specifications is required prior to construction, whijle in practi-
cally the same number, periodie inspection of the operation of pools
is a responsibility of health department personnel. Irregularity typi-
fies the frequency of inspection.

Sanitation of barber shops and beauty parlors is promoted chiefly
through inspectional service, although licensure of the operators is
another outstanding control feature which a few States depend upon
exclusively, and more combine with inspections. Items covered in
inspection may be grouped under the broad designation of cleanliness
of premises and equipment. General operating procedures such as
use of individual combs, towels, and the like, and methods of sterili-
zation are also observed. Inspection is a health department function
in about one-fourth of the States, while it is the duty of independent
boards of barber and cosmetician examiners in about half of them.
Even among this latter group, however, it is not unusual for the health
department either to establish or approve the rules and regulations
governing sanitation. In the remaining quarter of the jurisdictions
inspection of barber shops and beauty parlors is not a State activity
except as it is included under the broad power of the health depart-
ment to abate nuisances and general insanitary conditions.

EXPENDITURES FOR SANITATION

Wide diversity among the States in number, kind, and intensity
of activities which make up their respective programs of sanitation
has been emphasized throughout this discussion. Likewise, the dis-
persion of such services among numerous agencies of State govern-
ment has been delineated. In view of these combined circumstances,
it is obvious that a complete and accurate expenditure figure, which
might serve as an indicative measure of:the extent of over-all State
efforts toward public health sanitation, is difficult if not impossible
to determine. For instance, laboratory service is a vital part of all
effective sanitation programs; yet expenditures for laboratories also
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cover some services which are not allied with sanitary engineering;
consequently, it was decided that this item should be reported sepa-
rately and not included in expenditures for sanitation. Furthermore,
sanitary engineers are apt to be employed on the staffs of State health
district offices, but financial figures for operation of these State health
districts are not broken down according to services rendered by the
personnel thereof. Finally, as pointed out earlier, financial aid given
local health units by State health departments includes some allow-
ance for sanitation activities but the exact proportion is immeasurable.

Besides the aforementioned factors, the practice of including differ-
ent items under like terminology adds confusion to the expenditure
picture. As an example, expenditures for such miscellaneous sanita-
tion activities as housing control, rodent control, plumbing control, or
sanitation of barber shops and beauty parlors are sometimes shown
separately, but more often included under general sanitation. Like-
wise, in some States expenditures for milk sanitation are included
under the broad heading ‘“sanitary engineering.” In a neighboring
State only water and sewerage may be covered by this designation
and milk work possibly is included under sanitation of foods. Still a
third State is apt to report its entire program of food control, which
may also include hotel and restaurant sanitation, under one common
listing.

Stated briefly, there is no accepted pattern of reporting expendi-
tures for sanitation activities, and the absence of an entry for any
particular type of service by no means implies that such service is not
provided by the State. More often than not it is lumped with some
related activity. Therefore, while determination of the cost of each
particular branch of sanitation is most desirable, inconsistent account-
ing practices make such analysis wholly unreliable. Summation of
the many inconsistencies in recording and reporting practices results
in the conclusion that available data represent the best approximation
possible instead of absolutely exact expenditures for sanitation, and
that the figures submitted lend themselves to gross statements for
over-all endeavor rather than to break-down by the specific type of
service afforded.

With these qualifications, it is believed that the figures obtained,
crude though they may be, are more nearly representative of the actual
situation than any which appear in the literature at the present time.
This statement is based on the fact that the survey herewith reported
includes expenditures of all State agencies participating in sanitation
activities, whereas those made previously were confined to services of
the health department only.

By including every expenditure item designated for any activity
covered by this article it is found that State agencies spend a total
of approximately 163 million dollars annually for sanitation activities.
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It is interesting to note that only one-fourth of this amount represents
health department outlay. In fact, the health department does not
even rank highest from the standpoint of single-agency expenditures
for activities falling within the scope of this discussion; it is surpassed
by the department of agriculture. This is a particularly significant
observation when it is linked with the knowledge that, to a large
extent, departments of agriculture are prone to place health considera-
tions secondary to economic concern in their administration of the
several programs under study. Another agency which reported an
outstandingly high expenditure for sanitation is the independent
department of engineering which functions in the District of Columbia.
It must be borne in mind, however, that this figure is somewhat
atypical inasmuch as control of water, sewerage, and other sanitation
problems in the District represents direct municipal service rather than
State administrative control.

As to source of the funds which are designated as disbursements by
State agencies for sanitation, those derived from State appropriating
bodies constitute about seven-eighths of the total, and thus far out-
rank those obtained from any other source. License and inspection
fees and Federal grants-in-aid, principally from funds made available
under Title VI of the Social Security Act of 1935, make up the remain-
der of the sum in almost equal proportions.

There is marked variation among the States in both total and per
capita expenditures for sanitation. Total expenditures range from 10
thousand to over 4 million dollars. When converted to expenditures
per capita, the range is defined by extremes of less than two cents and
over six dollars. The abnormally high expenditure, from both total
and per capita standpoints, was reported by the District of Columbia
where the sanitation program includes extensive direct municipal
service. The average per capita expenditure for the Nation as a
whole is $0.125, while that for the State occupying the median position
is $0.112. From table 6 may be determined total and per capita
expenditures of each State for its complete sanitation activities.
This tabulation shows also that per capita expenditures for sanitation
of the middle 50 percent of the States range from fifteen cents to five
cents.

Investigation of the effect of a State’s wealth upon the amount it
expends for sanitation reveals a close relationship. By arraying the
States in descending order of per capita income payments,’ grouping
them into quarters, and computing for each level the median per
capita expenditure for State sanitation activities, it is found that the
resulting figures reflect the position of the group which they repre-
sent. In other words, the median State of the wealthiest quarter

7 Martin, Johrt L., National Income Division, Department of Commere¢e: Income Payments to Indi-
viduals by States, 1920-30. Survey of Current Business, October 1940. .
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spends $0.131 per capita, while corresponding figures for the other
three brackets are $0.118, $0.083, and $0.035 in accordance with
diminishing wealth of the States.

Location of a State within a particular geographic area appears to
have some influence upon a State’s sanitation expenditures also.
Four major divisions of the country, which have previously been
established for analysis of public health data® form the base for
studying influence of this State characteristic. It is recognized, of
course, that there is interrelationship between a State’s wealth and
its geographic location and that the effect of neither of these factors
can be regarded as exclusive of the other. In spite of this mutual
overlapping which cannot be measured, States of the several geo-
graphic locations display differences which are sufficiently great to
merit separate attention. When considered as a group, the North-
eastern States spend approximately four times as much per capita
for sanitation as do those of the Southern area. States of the Central
and Western regions occupy intermediate positions, there being rela-
tively little difference in the figures representing expenditure by the
median State of each of these geographic sections. The median per
capita disbursement for sanitation in each of the established geo-
graphic ‘areas is as follows: Northeastern, $0.146; Central, $0.114;
Western, $0.093; and Southern, $0.037.

Variability in local sanitation programs which complement State
activities is believed to be a third factor which operates in determin-
ing the wide range of expenditures by State agencies for sanitation.
It is impossible to ascertain the exact weight of supplementary local
programs, however, as no investigation was made of services con-
ducted at this level.

Numerous allusions have been made to the-expansion, over a period
of years, in sanitation programs, which include sanitary engineering
and allied activities. Perhaps the most impressive measure of this
expansion is found in the increased allotments for the purposes under
study. From the earlier edition of Public Health Bulletin 184° it is
possible to arrive at 1930 cost figures which lend themselves to com-
parison with those most recently collected for the several categories
of service covered by the broad term ‘“sanitation.” Certain adjust-

$ Mountin, Joseph W., Pennell, Elliott H., and Pearson, Kay: The distribution of hospitals and their
financial support in southern States. So. Med. J., vol. 33, No. 4, April 1940.
The established geographic areas with the States contained therein are as follows:

Northeastern: Muine, New Hampehire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York.
New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, and the District of Columbia.

Southern: Virginia, West Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Kentucky, Ten-
nessee, Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas.

Central: Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, North Dakota, South
Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas.

‘Western: Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Nevada, Washington,
Oregon, and California. ’

9 See footnote?. -
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ments in the two sets of data were necessary, of course, before com-
parability could be established. In the first place, 1930 financial in-
formation pertained to the health department only; consequently,
only within this agency could growth of programs be traced. Sec-
ondly, it was necessary to exclude the District of Columbia, the
Territories of Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands
from the comparative study because no 1930 figures were reported for
these jurisdictions. Finally, several tabulations shown separately in
the earlier publication had to be combined before totals corresponding
with those compiled from the 1940 date were obtained.

TABLE 6.—Approzimate tolal and per capila annual expenditures* by all official
State agencies for over-all sanitation activilies designated as such** in each State
and Territory, the District of Columbza. and the Virgin Islands

Approximate annual ex- Approximate annual ex-
penditure* for over- penditure* for over-
all activi- all sanitation activi-

State or Territory ties deslgnaved as State or Territory :i: “deslgmted as
Total Per capita Total Per capita
Total....___..._._.. $16, 757, 400 $0. 125 $32, 800 $0. 208
205, 700 073 zlsgg', }g' 1
. .1
41, 200 .083 10, 000 .019
49, 600 .025 358, 900 .116
644, 300 .083 116, 500 .033
74, 800 . 067 190, 100 .310
360, 400 .216 368, 200 .053
36, 800 .138 49, 400 .021
4,056, 500 6. 407 99, 900 .092
348, 400 .184 536, 100 .155
248, 100 .07 97, 000 .136
42, 300 . 081 63, 500 033
1, 031, 000 .131 75, 400 L7
356, 000 104 109, 000 .037
291, 600 115 105, 600 .016
149, 400 .083 61, 700 112
106, 300 .037 43,200 .120
324, 460 .137 143, 100 .053
223, 000 . 263 202, 400 A7
77, 200 . 042 113, 200 . 060
705, 800 .164 462, 000 . 147
232, 500 .04 26, 600 . 106
319, 800 .115 10, 300 . 141
43, 100 .020 126,500 | . 209
173, 600 .046 124, 800 . 067
75, 500 .135 21, 100 848
149, 600 114

ditures for the health services considered represent index rather than absohite amounts. Because
ol Vi ons in fiscal practices, figures cover the moet recent ‘yneu for which information was available at
the date of interview. In some instances, because of overbpp and interweaving of activities, estimates
were accepted in the absence of precise expenditure records. disbursed by official State agencies
for sanitation activities are included, lnupectlve of thair souree Sta&e-approprmed moneys constitute
about seven-eighths of the total, and the remainder is derived in almost equal proportions from license or

m%n(mmdl’edmalmta—lndd
. far as they could be se] for sanitation activities include all ﬁalds of public health
facflities and of food and drug

3 y sanitation dw(nt:rm:i:ppﬁu and sewage disposal
supplies food and eontrol,hoeel and restaurant supervision, shellfish sanitation,
and milk control, wi xmdno-nm efllietﬂonot vlnewbetcnlclhndw din-e),
gb&shopsmdbeaut th de ufto contrdl, d
ypar nrbg an nt an 08q an
eonmlolsmo , eon ding énginsering activities,
portadunﬂu mmnniubb eonu-ol,chn

Results of the test applied show that, for the country as a whole,
current sanitation activities of health departments cost more than two
and one-third times the amount expended for like purposes in 1930.
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Within individual States, all but 4 reported increased expenditures.
Indeed, a decade ago 10 State health departments listed no expend-
iture for sanitation as & separate entity. In .1940, every one set
aside a specific fund for such work. In the 34 States where expansion
has taken place, sanitation programs cost from one and one-tenth to
over nine times as much at the end of the 1930-1940 decennary as
at the beginning. Increases in expenditures are particularly notice-
able among.the Western States.

DISCUSSION

The wide range of activities which are encompassed by sanitation
is largely responsible for the complexity of organization and function
which distinguishes this branch of the total public health program.
However, this complexity is not particularly manifest insofar as the
two main objectives of the public health engineer are concerned,
since programs for protection of public water supplies and prevention
of stream pollution from improper methods of sewage and waste
disposal are relatively well-defined. Usually the health department
is the State agency responsible for attainment of these two objectives,
though in some instances several other departments of State govern-
ment—most notably the State university or college and special
sanitary. authorities or water boards—participate in certain features
of the program. Engineers of the State health departments’ central
and district staffs operate through exercising regulatory authority,
promoting extension of municipal water and sewerage systems, re-
viewing and approving plans for new and enlarged plants and systems,
training plant operators, inspecting the operation of plants, and
periodically testing samples obtained therefrom. The extent and
intensity of inspectional service furnished is dependent upon size of
the State staff, as well as upon the amount of direct service which
can be delegated to local health units.

Control of semipublic water supplies and sewerage systems by
State health departments is both less concentrated and less uniform
than the supervision maintained over municipal facilities. While the
regulatory auvthority of all States extends to water and sewerage of
camps and, of most of them, to schools, industries, or other institu-
tions, the direct service afforded these semipublic installations by
State personnel is apt to be somewhat limited. In most jurisdictions,
the State agency functions through its local subdivisions for this
purpose and acts as supervisor and consultant to local personnel.
Departments of labor and education, respectively, participate in
industrial and school sanitation in & number of States.

Control of home sanitation beyond the point of offering direct
advice and distributing recommended standards and specifications for
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private wells, springs, and sewage disposal facilities is rarely under-
taken at the State level. However, the State agency does promote
and supervise local programs of home sanitation, foremost among
which are Work Projects Administration enterprises for construction
of privies, installation of septic tanks, and repair of wells.

Accessory to the protection of general water supplies are such
related activities as regulation of the sale of bottled waters, control
of water used as ice supplies, and certificatiorr of drinking. water used
by interstate carriers. Health department jurisdiction of more than
three-fourths of the States extends to all or part of these functions.

The acme of complexity in sanitation activities occurs in that por-
tion of the program which involves food and drug control (including
milk and shellfish sanitation) and restaurant supervision. Confusion
is due to disagreement regarding what should be covered, who should
be responsible, and how the desired results should be attained. As a
result, the division of authority and variation in procedures are so
heterogeneous that they almost defy classification and description in
accordance with any pattern that could be devised. Functional
overlapping and interweaving apply principally to the health depart-
ments and the departments of agriculture. To a lesser degree, they
involve many other State agencies among which the dairy and food
commissions, hotel and restaurant commissions, livestock sanitary
boards, departments of labor, departments of conservation, boards of
pharmacy, State universities and colleges, and independent State
laboratories are outstanding. Control methods of agencies other
than the health department are usually limited to inspections, labo-
ratory analysis of suspected products, and law enforcement. In
addition to these approaches, the health department stresses educa-
tional measures.

Besides the sanitation of water and food supplies in their many
ramifications, State programs of sanitation have gradually been
extended to include a number of miscellaneous environmental sani-
tation activities. Among these are found swimming pool sanitation,
malaria and pest mosquito control, housing and plumbing control,
garbage collection and disposal, rodent control, and prevention of
smoke, fumes, and odors. The extent of State authority over this
miscellaneous group varies. In many instances the State agency
functions only in an advisory capacity.

Over-all State programs of sanitation are costing the Nation in
excess of 16¥% million dollars annually, or an average of $0.125 per
capita. Of this amount, 25 percent represents health depa.rtment
expenditure, while 37 percent is expended by the department of agri-
culture. Health department expenditures alone have more than
doubled during the past 10 years.
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DEATHS DURING WEEK ENDED JUNE 6, 1942
(From the Weekly Mortality Index, issued by the Buresu of the Census, Department of Commerce)]

Week ended | Correspond-
Junes, 1942 | 108 wesk,
Data from 88 large cities of the United States:
Totaldeaths . ... . cceeccccececccaaoa 8, 186 8,046
A for 3prior years ... e ccccacaaen 8,089 | ... ...
Total Seuzh. 2weeksofyear _._.__ . ... eoiii..ccoeo. 194,328 197, 506
Deaths per 1,000 population, first 22 weeks of year, annual rate_ 12.3 125
Deaths under 1 yearofage........................ 552 486
Deatis under | yads of ais. Ak i vesks of yess 9 R ii'3i3
e ear of age, weeks of year.
Data from thnnna companies:
infores... . ... ._...... eececccesmmccccacacmsenen 64, 976, 525 64, 469, 440
Numberofdeathclalms._ _____ .. _._ .. e 10, 602 11,772
Death claims per 1,000 policies in force, annualrate. ... ... ........ 8.5 9.8
Death claims per 1,000 policies, first 22 weeks of year, annual rate......__ 9.9 10.3




PREVALENCE OF DISEASE

No health department, State or local, can effectively prevent or control disease without
knowledge of when, where, and under what conditions cases are occurring

UNITED STATES

REPORTS FROM STATES FOR WEEK ENDED JUNE 13, 1942
’ Summary

The number of reported cases of meningococcus meningitis increased
from 68 to 75 during the current week. More than one-half of the
cases (41) were reported in the Middle and South Atlantic areas,
where the disease is largely confined to a few States. For the current
week the largest numbers of cases were reported from New York (19)
and Maryland (12). A total of 1,791 cases has been reported to date
this year, a larger number than that reported for the corresponding
period of any other year since 1937, when 3,516 cases had been reported
for this period.

The incidence of influenza remains low, though slightly above the
5-year (1937—41) median. The number of cases of poliomyelitis
increased from 17 to 23, but both the current figure and the cumula-
tive cases to date are below the 5-year medians as well as below the
figures for the corresponding periods of all other years since 1938.

A total of 7 scattered cases of smallpox was reported. Only 514
cases have been reported to date this year, which is only one-half the
number reported for the same period last year, when the lowest inci-
dence on record was recorded for the United States.

Other reports include 2 cases of anthrax (1 in New Jersey and 1 in
Pennsylvania), 4 cases of leprosy (2 in California and 1 each in New
York and Illinois), 28 cases of amebic, 212 bacillary (139 in Texas),
and 134 unspecified dysentery, 26 cases of Rocky Mountain spotted
fever (16 in the northwestern States), 18 cases of tularemia, and 42
cases of endemic typhus fever (14 in Georgia, 10 in Alabama).

Dysentery has been reported above the median expectancy in
Texas each week during the current year, and both dysentery and
malaria have recently shown a significant increase in that State.

The death rate for the current week for 88 large cities in the United
States is 11.3 per 1,000 population, as compared with 11.4 for the pre-
ceding week and a 3-year (1939—41) average of 10.9. The cumulative
rate to date (first 23 weeks) is 12.3 as compared with 12.4 for the cor-
responding period last year.

(950)
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Tclagraplnc morbidity reports from State health officers for the week ended June 18,
1948, and comparison with corresponding week of 1941 and 5-year median

In these tables a zero indicates s definite report, while leaders imply that, although none were re-

cases may have occurred.
Meningitis,
Diphtheris Influenza Maeasles meningocoocus
‘Week ended| Week ended Week ended Week ended
Division and State Me Me- Me- Me-
dian dian dian dian
June | June | 1937- | June | June | 1937~ | June | June | 1937- | June | June | 1937-
13, 14, 41 13, 14, 41 13, 14, 41 13, 14, 41
1042 | 1041 1042 | 1941 1942 | 1941 1942 | 1941
0 113 155 147| 4 (1) 0
0 20 20 1 0 0
0 163 74 74 0 (1) 0
7 856/ 1,038| 1,038 2 8 2
0 170 1 69 0| (1) 0
0 324 631 130 0 0 0
8 22 13 12| 141 1,268 2,205 1,856 19| 4
5 6. ... 4 3 568 1,343| 1,123 2 0 1
14 ORI FN 715 3,477 1,727 3 6
2| 9 3 3 7 361] 1,371 997| 1 3 3
2| 6 3 8 8 73 328 279 1 0 1
19| 44 5 10) 222 761 457| 1 2 2
1 R 4 461 1,242 793| 1 1 1
1 21 27] 19| 1,207 1,690 1,111 1 0) [}
1 309 17 86| 0 0 0
3 235 257| 167| 0| 0 0
0 496 324 56/ 3 0 0
1 19 21 17 (1) 0 0
1 7 2 2 (1) (1] 0
(1) 20 20| 0| 0 0
4 177 203 203| 1 0 1
0 7 29 20 0 0 0
4 178 473 195 12| 0
1 42 184 93 1 0 0
2 83 798| 339 0 1 1
2 25 453 39) 0| 4 3
5 262, 852 296 2 0 0
0| 60 514/ 63 0 0 1
3 33 207 43 0 0 0
8 71 84 69 [ 1 1
4 3 6 1 3 144 3 1 1
3 0 3 16 24 18 77 94 2 0 0
1 8 8 18 14 14 26 149 80 2 1 2
2 3 0 1 1
4 6 12 4 9 68 28 0 0 0
[} [ 10 2 4 9 70| 18] 7 2 2 1
2 3 8 23 15 16 38 116 116 0 0 1
11 13 16| 145 143 225, 489 437) 2 2 2
1 2 2 148 26, 50 0 0 0
0| 1} [/ P A 54 4 23 [1) [ 0
0| 3 1 13 L | SO 15 8 21 0 0 0
9 8 22 21 ... 166, 162] 143 0 0 0
8 3 )| | U A, 12 79 67 0 0 [\]
0 1 2 p<] 52 43 64 96 53 0 0 1}
1) 3 (1] PR ) L ! D 634 23 105 0 0 0
0 ol. 1 25 100 0 [ P

See footnotes at end of table.
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Telegraphic morbidity rcpom from State health o Jor the week ended June 18,
1948, and comparison with corresponding week of 1941 and 5-year median—Con.
Diphtheria Influenzs Moasles I
Division and State ‘Week ended Me Week ended Mo ‘Week ended Mo ‘Week ended M
disn dian disn

dian
June | June | 1937- | June | June | 1937- | June | June | 1937- | June | June | 1937-
18, 14, 41 a.’ 14, 41 183, 14, 41 13, | 14, 41
1042 | 1941 1 1941 1042 | 1941 1942 lul

....... M- ol 1 o o
ol o 0
2| 3367 585 wﬁl 2] 3 3
Total.......... 154) 183 zso[ 16 708 512 14,003 21,453 11,0000 75| 30| 36
23 weeks. ... 5,897| 5,807 o,mn,m]m.m 156, 281423, mlm,mlalzml L™ 1,ouo| 1,000
Poliomyelitis Scarlet fever Smallpox  TIphad and pars-
Division and Stae | Weekended| | |Weskended| | Weekended | =~ (Week ended| =
dl:n; dian dia: \n

: dian
June | June | 1937- | June | June | 1937- | June | June | 1937- | June | June | 1937-
13, | 4, | 4 | 13 14, 41 13, 14, 41 13, | 14, | 41

1042 | 1941 1942 | 1941 1042 | 1941 1042 | 1941
NEW ENG
Maine.._._.___...._. 1 0 0 3 4 13 0 0 0 0] 1
New Hampshire..... 0| 0 [} 9 3 1 0 0| 0| 0
Vermont..........__. 0| 0 0| 5| 3 2) 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 197 187| 187 0 0 0 4 1 1
0 0 0 3] 6| 0 0 0 1} 0
1 0 0 45 0 0 0 1

oo
-0
[oyoye)
E
_E8E
B5E
oo
coo
coco
Swe
- 1-X-]
WO

E. NO. CEN.
0 0 0 196 170 170| 1 2 2 (O
0 0 of 2 43 43 0 gl 10 3
3| 3 1 75 154 201 1 ! b
0 2| o 178 191 0 1 1 3 2
0 0 0 93| o4 0 1 1 0 0
1 0 0 A4 44 1 3| 3| 0
1 0 0 14 45 10 14 1 0 1
0 0 0 132 46 1 8| 1 7
0 0 0 [J 5 0 7] 0
1 0 0 K 3| 3 8 0
0 0 0 [ 14 1 2
0 0 0 17 29 0 1 1 1
0 0 0 7 0
0 0 o 39 21 0 3| 3
0 0 0 6| 6 1 0 0
1 0 0 17 1 0 0 3 3
0 0 0 9 E-] 0 0 3
0 1 0 17 16 0| 0 10 7
1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 6
0 0 4 13
1 1 1 L

Bee footnotes at end of table.
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phic morbidity reports jrom Siate health officers for the week ended June 18,

1948, and comparison with corresponding week of 1941 and 6-year median—Con.

Poliomyelitis '

Boarlet fever

Smallpox

Typhoid and para-
yt’;plwi(l fever

Division and Btate

Week ended

Me-

‘Week ended

Me-

‘Week endodl

iy
1942

June

1042

dian
1937-
41

June
14,
1941

June

1942

dian
41

June
13,
1942

Me-

dian
1937-
41

st ot ©

1

(-X-X-X-X-]

- X-X-}

[Y-Y=- (LX)

oY 1]

Hoow
Boos

owalwne

cvwwaloos

Tol

[ X-X-X-]

—_—OON

[-X-X-X-X-X-X-]

=X-1 X
OmOre
L X-1)

(CITX-X-]

(—X-X-X-X-X-X-X-)

1
0
0)

0
3

b{
1
1

8

(=X-X 1)

1

3

T XX -]

CEE]

2, 325|

N OO

25 148

16 161

48| ml

mlso,sool 0,877

108, o&l

)

-
-

1,025| e.sosl 1.m| z,ml

2,815

Whooping
cough

Week ended June 13, 1942

Division and State

‘Week ended—|

Dysentery

June | June
13, 1942114, 1941

£

- Ame-

Bacil-

bie | lary

Un-
Bed

Enl;
ceph-
alitis,
infec-
tious

Rocky
Lep- | Mt.
rosy | spot-
ted
fever

New Hampshire.._.._
Vermont.............

I

See footnotes at end of table.
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Tclqrapllw morbidily reports from State health officers for the week ended June 18,

1942—Continued
‘Whooping
ey Week ended June 13, 1943
Division and State ‘Week ended— : Dysentery Enx; Rﬁczky Ty
An- :l’llt’u: Lep- | gpot. | Tula- | e
| June | June | A% | Ame. | Bacil- | \UZ; | infec- | PV | ted |Femis| fover
13, 1942(14. 1941 bic | lary |°BES" | tious fover
20| o 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2| 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20| 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8| 17 0 0 0 0 2 ol -0 0 0
q 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 of o 0
8| 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
55| 142 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 of o1 0 0 4 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
0 ¢ u 0 0 0 0 3 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 9
0 0 0 0 1 0 o] o 0
0 0 ol 12 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
33 0 2l 48 0 0 0 0 5 0
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
25 0 0 of 18 0 0 1 0 0
of 14 139 0 1 0 0 0 4
13 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
13 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 0
173 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
52 0 0 o 31 0 0 0 0 0
o7 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 o o 0 0 2 0 0
0 0 0 0 o - o 2 0
0 4 5 0 2 2 0 0 1
3,778 4,767 3 28l 2120 w2 13 o 26 18 a2
88,081(107,829]. ..._..|...____|._.____|....... I

1t New York City only.
3 Period ended earlier than Saturday.
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WEEKLY REPORTS FROM CITIES

City reports for week ended May 30, 1942
This table lists the reports from 87 cities of more than 10,000 population distributed throughout the United

States, and represents a cross section of the current urban incidence of the diseases included in the table.
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See footnotes at end of table.
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City reports for week ended May 30, 1949—Continued

Jume 18, 1943
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Roanoke, Va. .
sm?enio. -
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Seattle, Wash. ............
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FOREIGN REPORTS

CANADA

Provinces—Communicable diseases—Week ended May 16, 19/82.—
During the week ended May 16, 1942, cases of certain communicable
diseases were reported by the Dominion Bureau of Statistics of
Canada as follows:

Prince New Sas- British
Nova On- | Mani- Alber-

Disease Edward| ST | Bruns- Que-| On- | Mant Katoh- | 479" Colum- | Total
Corebmpinslmen!ngitis ................. 1 6 12 e 2 1 22
Chickenpox.__............ 1. 2 PUSR 130 264 35 M 31 ™ 563

21 8 4 1 48

9

2

62 23 123

...................... [ 3 PO 12 ... p 3 39
2 1] 41 165 138 9 14 12 782
4 1] 209 400 57 156 46 445 | 1,338
b2 PO 13 3 3 IO 32 53
32 12 64 208 35 2 97 37 807
1 19 69 60 56 7 2 108 345
..... 1 9 2 2 14
I PO I 3 1 ... 1 5

4 1| 163 4 1 1 62 319

1 7 223 56 1 26 314

NEW ZEALAND

Notifiable diseases—/ weeks ended February 28, 1942.—During the
4 weeks ended February 23, 1942, certain notifiable diseases were
reported in New Zealand as follows:

Disease Cases Deaths Disease Cases | Deaths
) B SR, 7 1
27 3 27 Joecomcaaae
() N ) B POUR
11 1 ) N PO
17 1 160 4
4 1 4 1
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SWITZERLAND

Notifiable diseases—Year 1941 —During the year 1941, cases of
certain notifiable diseases were reported in Switzerland as follows:

Disease Osses Disease Cases
C mbmpmn ' ‘meningitis.-_-_2---2220C 2 %‘w hoid fever. ... ?
‘erebrospinal meningitis_ _.............. 1/ S,

Chickenpox.. 2,008 Pollogelltis 1,479
Blphtha’h 1, llg Scarlet fever. 38, ug
Gorman o 1,374 ' : 8,477
............................... 545 || Typhoid fever.... . ....cococeeooeoa. 70
Lethargic encephalitis. . .....c..cccaeo.-. 8 us fever._ - 2
3 (| U t fever. 129

Measles. - 3,629 || Whoopingoough. ... 1,786

TURKEY

Notifiable diseases—Year 1941 —During the year 1941, certain
notifiable diseases were reported in Turkey as follows:

Disease Cases Deaths Disease Cases | Deaths
198 13
94 28
610 7
7 2
4? 17
3,139 204
950 108
8 -
12 1

REPORTS OF CHOLERA, PLAGUE, SMALLPOX, TYPHUS FEVER, AND
YELLOW FEVER RECEIVED DURING THE CURRENT WEEK

Norx.—Except in cases of unusual prevalence, only those places are included which had not previously
reported any of the above-named diseases, except yellow fever, during the current year. All reports of
yellow fever are published currently.

A cumulative table showing the reported prevalence of these diseases for the year to date is published in
the PuBLIc HEALTH REPORTS for the last Friday of each month. -

(Few reports are available from the invaded countries of Europe and other nations in war zones.)

Plague

Moroceo —Durmg the week ended May 23, 1942, 35 cases of plague
were reported in Morocco.

Typhus Fever

Algeria—During the period May 1-10, 1942, 1,641 cases (167 in
Algiers; 17 in Bone; 61 in Oran) of typhus fever were reported in
Algeria.

Bulgaria—During the week ended May 9, 1942, 43 cases of typhus
fever were reported in Bulgaria.

Morocco—During the week ended May 23, 1942, 1,050 cases of
typhus fever were reported in Morocco.

Spain —During the week ended May 9, 1942, 70 csses (7 in Madrid;
13 in Barcelona) of typhus fever were reported in Spain. During the
week ended May 2, 1942, 46 cases were reported.

Tunisia.—During the week ended May 9, 1942, 485 cases of typhus
fever were reported in Tunisia.
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COURT DECISION ON PUBLIC HEALTH

Manufacturer of bakery products held not liable in action based on
illness resulting therefrom.—(Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court;
Johnson v. Stoddard et al. (2 cases), 37 N.E.2d 505; decided October
31,1941.) A wife and husband each sued two individuals, as manu-
facturers of bakery products, to recover damages for illness resulting
from eating cream puffs which were alleged to have been unfit for
human consumption because infected with dangerous germs from
one of the defendants’ employees. In each case the judge directed
a verdict in favor of one of the defendants while the jury returned a
verdict against the other defendant. The judge reported the cases
to the supreme court of Massachusetts upon the stipulation that, if
they were properly submitted to the jury, judgments were to be en-
tered in accordance with the verdicts; otherwise, judgment in each
case was to be entered for the defendant against whom the verdicts
had been returned.

There was evidence that the wife purchased four cream puffs for
herself and her husband at a store which procured bakery products,
including cream puffs, from the defendant. The plaintiffs ate these
puffs on the day purchased, April 1, 1937, there being nothing wrong
in their appearance and taste. One of the plaintiffs became ill on
April 8 and the other on April 10. The appellate court said that it
could be found that they were suffering from paratyphoid B.

On April 29 the defendant was informed by a physician who was
apparently connected with the State department of health that he
was suspicious that an employee of the defendant had this disease and
the defendant immediately laid off the employee. This employee
had worked 5 years for the defendant and during that time was never
sick. In 1936 he had been immunized against the disease. There
was other evidence by physicians who were also health officials, and
the supreme court said that the question before it was whether the
evidence was sufficient to warrant the verdicts for the plaintiffs.

According to the court the manufacturer of an article of food for
human consumption owed a duty to the ultimate consutner to exer-
cise care in its preparation and output in order that his product would
not cause -injury to the consumer, and the degree of care that had
to be exercised was commensurate with the danger to the life and
health of the consumer that might probably result from the lack of
such care. The court assumed, without deciding, that the evidence
would warrant an inference that the employee was a carrier of para-
typhoid B when the puffs were manufactured and that in some way
germs from him were imparted to the puffs, but it went on to say
that there was no evidence that the defendant knew or reasonably
could be expected to know that one of his employees was in such



June 19, 1963 960

physical condition that it was dangerous to permit him to handle
food. “Indeed, the testimony is to the contrary and clearly demon-
strates that it was not until April 29, 1937, that the defendant had or
should have had any knowledge ooncernmg this condition of the
employee.”

In the next place it was the court’s view that the evidence would
not support a contention that the employee on April 1 knew or ought
to have known that he was afflicted with a dangerous disease which
might be transmitted to others through the food that he handled and
that there was nothing upon which liability could be imposed upon
the defendant on-the ground that the employee was negligent.

In an attempt to prove negligence of the defendant the plaintiffs
relied upon a violation of a State statute which provided, in part,
that there should not be used in bakery products or in the ingredients
thereof any ingredient or material, including water, which was spoiled
or contaminated or which might render the product unwholesome,
unfit for food or injurious to health, and that there should not be
used in any bakery product any ingredient likely to deceive the con-
sumer or which lessened the nutritive value of such product. The law
also provided that the said ingredients and the sale and offering for sale
of the said products should otherwise comply with certain specified
sections of the statutes. The court said that the purpose of the
statute was to require the manufacturer to use only pure and whole-
some materials and such as would not be injurious to health and that
there was no contention that the use of any of the materials that
went into the cream puffs was contrary to the statute. ‘“The pri-
mary concern of the statute is to insure the wholesomeness of the
finished product by the use of proper ingredients. It deals specifi-
cally with the ingredients as distinguished from the manufactured
product.” Regarding the plaintiffs’ contention that some of the
ingredients were impregnated by disease germs emanating from
the employee, the court stated that the plaintiffs had not sustained
the burden upon them of showing that the ingredients used did not
comply with the statute.

The judgment in each case was in favor of the defendant.

X



